
I-205

COMMENTS Organizations



I-206

COMMENTS Organizations



I-207

COMMENTS Organizations



I-208

COMMENTS Organizations



I-209

COMMENTS Organizations



I-210

COMMENTS Organizations



I-211

COMMENTS Organizations



I-212

COMMENTS Organizations



I-213

COMMENTS Organizations



I-214

COMMENTS Organizations



I-215

COMMENTS Organizations



I-216

COMMENTS Organizations



I-217

COMMENTS Organizations



I-218

COMMENTS Organizations



I-219

COMMENTS Organizations



I-220

COMMENTS Organizations



RESPONSES Organizations

I-221

MOORE SMITH BUXTON AND TURCKE
Page 2. Re: Revised Alternative E. It appears too much emphasis is placed on support or justification for a course of action or decision. Under the CEQ
regulations, the requirement of an EIS is to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that clearly define the issues, and to fully evaluate and disclose the
possible effects of those alternatives.  The DEIS meets this requirement. Revised Alternative E comes from cooperating agencies and the Blue Ribbon
Coalition in a variety of forms. The essentials of Revised Alternative E (all versions considered) are not significantly different from alternative E as presented
in the DEIS, especially considering the programmatic nature of the proposed action. See the matrix comparison of Revised Alternative E versus the features
analyzed in the range of alternatives. All alternatives in the DEIS, including B, meet the purpose and need for action to a greater or lesser degree. In our
estimation, it is unrealistic to expect all alternatives in an EIS to meet all desired conditions expressed in the purpose and need for action equally well. Such a
set of alternatives would likely have no significant differences among them and fail to meet the CEQ requirement for evaluating a range of options.
Pages 3-4.  Re: Particulate matter study. Criticism stemming from the release of the ARD report and its content is beyond the scope of this EIS analysis and
requires no response. The report’s contents, in respect to the alleged faulty information, was not a part of the Draft EIS. The fact that there may be
disagreement with how the document was publicized and distributed does not affect the air resources analysis in the EIS. The release of the document, done
independently from the EIS process, was hardly a media blitz.  Certainly, the ensuing media coverage, in which the cooperating agencies played a large role,
was not encouraged by NPS. The commenter should be aware that the mathematical errors and related comparisons have been corrected in the report, which
has been re-released and is available for use in support of the FEIS.
Page 4. Re: Support of alternative E and not B. In general, the tenor of these expressions of support and opposition relate to the decision that the commenter
would like to see NPS make, or not make.  The general response to such comments is that the commenter’s opinions will be considered in making the final
decision, but that there is nothing in those opinions that substantively would alter the range of alternative features to be evaluated in the Final EIS. For
example, if the features that are not supported were to be deleted from the range of alternatives then the analysis would be left only with features that the
commenter likes or agrees with.  If only the actions that are liked by the commenter remain, then there is effectively only one alternative.  From the NEPA
standpoint, the analysis cannot be channeled in this fashion.  Therefore, expressions of support or objection will not be responded to, in general, by changes in
alternative features – they will be responded to when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in
the Record of Decision.  People who commented in this fashion are asked to consider that there is a very clear separation between alternatives legitimately
considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred alternative or the decision to be made.
Page 4-7. Re: B.1. Fund for Animals V. Babbitt.  How the settlement timeframes were set is not material to the EIS process itself, which must be conducted in
accordance with NEPA and the CEQ regulations.  Certainly the time frames represent a challenge to all involved in the process.  Arguments about extensions
do not relate substantively to the adequacy of the EIS or the alternatives in a way that NPS can respond to.  NPS will respond to comments on both when
presented as such.
Page 7. Re: B.2.  Release of the DEIS over the internet.  NPS put the DEIS on the internet to meet the requirement of the settlement agreement that the draft be
released in August 1999.  The plaintiffs in the suit did not object to that method of complying with the settlement agreement.  Once the hard copies of the
DEIS were available, NPS allowed a 60 day comment period to comply with CEQ requirement for requesting public comment (§1503.1(a)(4)).
Page 8. Re: B3. Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Act.  NPS disagrees that it must submit the Winter Use Plan and EIS to Congressional review under
the terms of the SBREFA.  If a rule change is required as a result of the final decision, NPS will comply with all applicable requirements.
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Pages 8-9. Re: B.4.  Cumulative impact for planning the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful.  NPS evaluated the impacts of alternative B and other
alternatives that incorporate the features mentioned in this comment.  A systematic, interdisciplinary process was used in accordance with CEQ regulations.
NEPA does not absolutely require the use of actual data.  It requires sufficient information in the context of the scope of analysis, which in this case is
programmatic and not site-specific.  The EIS analysis is aimed at developing a programmatic plan (§1508.18(b)(2) and (3)) for winter use.  If the concern
relates to site-specific gaps in information, it should also be noted that there is no requirement to develop exhaustive site-specific information (“hard data”) to
support a programmatic planning document.  An EIS is not, per se, a scientific analysis.  It is intended to disclose environmental effects over a range of
alternatives, in which the analyses must demonstrate scientific integrity by disclosing methods and making explicit references to sources used (40 CFR
1502.24).  The DEIS does this.  CEQ regulations also allow for incomplete or unavailable information, by describing procedures that are to be following in
these instances (§1502.22).  For any identified gaps in the DEIS, NPS will follow the requisite procedures.

The CEQ regulations define special expertise as “statutory responsibility, agency mission, or related program experience” §1508.26.  NPS has fully documented
its procedures in this regard.  Methods of analysis, including assumptions and expertise (in the form of current literature) are revealed for all impact topics at the
beginning of DEIS Chapter IV.  The EIS preparers and consultants used are listed in Appendix B of the DEIS for all interested parties to see.
Page 10. Re: C.1. Revised Alternative E.  Please see response to comment, “Page 2.”
Page 10. Re: C.1.a.  Actions common to Yellowstone, Grand Teton and the Parkway.  Please see responses to Letter 1, Wyoming comments on Revised
Alternative E.  Most suggested features are evaluated in the DEIS alternative E or in another alternative, so these choices remain for the decision maker.  NPS is
encouraged by support from the cooperating agencies on establishing a recreation carrying capacity.  In practice, setting a carrying capacity is a highly complex
and potentially divisive exercise.  NPS managers decided there was not sufficient time available in the settlement time frame to devote to this type of analysis.
However, in response to EPA and a variety of cooperating agency comments, NPS will analyze the use of interim use limitations to mitigate effects in several
alternatives.  The seven year average will be used in one or more instances.
Page 12. Re: C.2. Adaptive management and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  Adaptive management will be better described in the FEIS.  Adaptive
management is a strategy to move from the existing condition to the desired condition in two alternatives.  The strategy represents a very deliberate way of
proceeding, erring on the conservative side to maintain existing motorized use at the risk of possible short-term impacts on resources or other visitors.
Processes associated with adaptive management will be provided in the FEIS: definitions, administrative actions, study methods, management actions, and
NEPA requirements.  Although FACA is not necessarily a concern should adaptive management be implemented, any decision that requires ongoing advice
from a group of non-agency persons must comply with FACA.  This does not necessarily mean that the NPS will charter a formal advisory committee under
FACA, as certain exceptions to such formal action are available.
Page 13. Re: Bison Management DEIS/Plan and the Winter Use DEIS; two different methodologies used.  Work accomplished by biologists on defining the
wildlife affected environment and the effects of winter use on it are cognizant of the carrying capacity issue.  Such determinations include many factors other
than those associated with winter use.  For this reason, NPS holds to its determination that setting carrying capacities is beyond the scope of this effort.  The
winter use FEIS will be made as consistent as possible with the Bison Management FEIS/Plan.  It should be understood that the Bison Management EIS/Plan is
not yet published, and no decision has yet been made for bison management.  The final EIS for winter use will be made as consistent as possible with the final
EIS for bison management in terms of analysis.  Certainly the decisions will need to be consistent.
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Page 13. Re: C.3.a. Tunnel effect on ungulates and plowing on bison.  Refer to responses to Letter 35, John Mundinger.  In all alternatives, including B, the
effects of plowed roads on ungulates are disclosed.  For alternative B, this may be found on DEIS pages 208-209.  Although it does not explicitly mention
bison, it states that plowed roads may provide “wildlife” with an energy efficient mechanism for movement.  The FEIS will be revised to include the effects of
plowed roads on bison migration.  Although the DEIS does not use the term “tunnel effect” it does discuss the negative impact associated with snow berms
along the plowed road corridor, and suggests mitigation (p. 209). NPS and the commenter disagree on whether or not a tunnel effect would result from
plowing.  In many other areas within the three park units, and in the 3 state area, roads are plowed and no tunnel effect exists.  As for the Settlement
Agreement, bison monitoring is ongoing and current information pertaining to that effort will be included in the FEIS.
Pages 14-15. Re: C.3.b. Groomed winter roads and bison movement.  The bison analysis will be reviewed and updated as necessary.  In an effort to better
understand the relationship of bison movements and the use of the winter groomed road system, managers have instituted studies that address this issue.
While groomed roads may have contributed to the redistribution of bison within park boundaries (Meagher 1997), it appears that bison tend to use waterways
and off-road trails for much of their travel on the west side of the park (Bjornlie and Garrott 1998).  Their movement toward park boundaries may occur on
such routes.  Monitoring of bison movements in the Hayden Valley and Mammoth to Gibbon Falls sections of the park has found that less than 12% of bison
movements occurred on the groomed road surface (Kurz et al. 1998, 1999).  However, groomed roads may have allowed larger numbers of bison to exist in
the park than in the absence of groomed roads, by allowing access to otherwise unavailable foraging areas.   In addition, westward redistribution early in the
winter may predispose some bison to exit the park (Meagher 1997).  Therefore closing of groomed roads could have the effect of reducing population size and
shifting distribution back to patterns observed before grooming, thereby possibly reducing the magnitude of bison movements outside park boundaries.
Conversely, bison are highly social and appear to retain and pass along knowledge through generations (Meagher 1985), so it is possible that closing groomed
roads may not impact bison movements and distribution.  Research is currently being conducted to better understand the relationship between road grooming
and bison movement and distribution patterns.
Page 15. Re: C.3.a. Analysis of wildlife carrying capacities.  Work accomplished by biologists on defining the wildlife affected environment and the effects of
winter use on it are cognizant of the carrying capacity issue.  Such determinations include many factors other than those associated with winter use.  For this
reason, NPS holds to its determination that setting carrying capacities is beyond the scope of this effort.  The winter use FEIS will be made as consistent as
possible with the Bison Management FEIS/Plan.  It should be understood that the Bison Management EIS/Plan is not yet published, and no decision has yet
been made for bison management.  Relative to adaptive management, see response to comment, “Page 12. Re: C.2.”
Page 15. Re: C.4.  Natural quiet requirements.  Natural quiet (natural soundscape) is a value that attracts many people to national parks.  Commenter is
referred to page 126 in the DEIS, and to Appendix C which elucidates on NPS policies relating to this.  The sound analysis will be updated for the FEIS to
provide more quantitative analysis relative to the concerns expressed.
Pages 16-18. Re: C.4. Water and solid waste quality standards.  Please see response to comment, “Pages 8-9.”  EPA notes that the DEIS includes extensive
analysis of the effects from current winter use that demonstrates significant environmental and human health impacts, and that it includes among the most
thorough and substantial science base they’ve seen to support a NEPA document.  Regarding air quality and related impacts on water and aquatic resources,
the FEIS will incorporate additional data and recent studies in these areas.  The comments on sewage spills in Yellowstone are not pertinent to the issue at
hand – impacts from winter use.  Such events may be more appropriate to a discussion of cumulative impacts.  The eventual decision from the winter use EIS
will provide direction on monitoring needs pursuant to winter recreation use.  Such a decision represents a commitment to funding focused monitoring efforts.
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Pages 19-27. Re: C.5. Snowmobile emissions.  The ARD report is not pertinent to this discussion.  The material cited and discussed by the commenter is not in
the DEIS, nor was it part of the DEIS process.  Comments were not solicited on the ARD report, but on the DEIS.  In the DEIS, the purpose and need for action
(Chapter I) indicates there is a gap between existing conditions and desired conditions for air quality and other resources in the parks.  Alternative B and other
alternatives prescribe actions, or standards for actions, intended to close that gap.  The baseline for comparison is the existing condition, as reflected in
alternative A.  An improvement in air quality would be expected from implementing alternative B, as disclosed in the DEIS.  NPS has an affirmative
responsibility to protect park values and Class I air quality, and it has the authority to do so.  The DEIS states that at any time, if EPA adopts stricter standards
applicable to park resources, they will be adopted.
Page 20. Re: C.5. Montana DEQ.  The air resources impact analysis will be updated in the FEIS, partly in response to comments from Montana DEQ.
Page 28. Re: C.6. Winter economy of West Yellowstone.  The economic impacts of all alternatives are evaluated and disclosed in the DEIS.  NPS
acknowledges that any decision resulting from this EIS is likely to cause economic change in all local communities.  However, a legal decision will not be
made or justified until after the final EIS is published, and all alternatives must be considered in the decision process.
Page 28.  Re: C.5. Use levels if snowmobiling in lower loop unavailable.  The possible impacts of the alternatives on recreation and visitors to the parks are
disclosed in the document.  The results of the winter use surveys conducted in the parks, which are reported in the DEIS, address this question.  With reference
to alternative B and plowing the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful, there is a clear disagreement on whether or not people will continue to come.
Certainly some current users will not; there could be many others who presently decline to snowmobile but would be happy to see Old Faithful in the winter.
Page 29. Re: C.6. Decrease in visitor spending and loss of jobs.  The economic analysis will be updated for the FEIS.  The states’ analyses produce different
results.  Both analyses will be disclosed, as is appropriate under CEQ regulations.
Page 29. Re: C.6. One stated purpose of plowing the road (DEIS, page 28) is to “improve affordable access” – not, as the commenter states, to “provide
affordable access for minority and low-income people”.  A thorough reading of the EIS would reveal that a required impact topic in an EIS is to evaluate the
effects of a proposed action on socially or economically disadvantaged populations (DEIS, page 80).  These populations are characterized on page 90 in the
DEIS, and the effects on those populations are disclosed in the socioeconomic section for each alternative (DEIS, pp 176, 199, 224, 245, 260, 274, 288).  The
stated impacts on socially or economically disadvantaged populations are not used as “justification” for plowing in alternative B.
Page 30. Re: Alternative B road plowing, alleged increased use, and overcrowding at Old Faithful: NPS will review the discussion and clarify it as necessary
(Ref. DEIS page 218. WVUM page 14).
Page 30. Re: C.6 Plowing the road harmful.  The inference is that since people choose to come to parks to snowmobile, they would not choose to experience
the Park in any other fashion.  The commenter seems to further infer that because the economies have thrived on this demand, then freedom and economic well
being in the gateway communities should have priority over any adverse impacts that this use may cause.  However, the NPS mandate, as stated in the purpose
and need section, places personal enjoyment and freedom of access in a subordinate role to protection of park values so they are unimpaired for future
generations.  NPS acknowledges that management changes could impact local businesses, particularly those catering to the snowmobile visitor immediately
outside the park.  NPS is also aware that other opportunities for winter visitors exist.  In short, the EIS effort to evaluate various alternatives for winter use will
result in a decision fully compliant with the stated policy of sustainable, responsible, informed and managed visitor use.
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Page 30. Re: C.6. Failed to adequately examine the socioeconomic impacts.  Economic effects of all alternatives are fully disclosed.  We fail to understand
what the commenter means by the Park Service’s “failure to implement the socio-economic information provide by the cooperating agencies.” NPS has not
disregarded the cooperating agencies’ information.  According to the CEQ regulations, §1503.3(b), commenting agencies that criticize an analysis
methodology should describe an alternative methodology and why it prefers it.  The commenter does not specifically indicate what is incorrect about the
agency methods used.  If there is a significant difference of opinion regarding economics, as there may be in this case, then the remedy provided in CEQ
regulations (§1502.9(a)) is to report both opinions in order to meet the disclosure requirement.  This approach was taken in the DEIS by reporting the results of
NPS studies and the reports from each cooperating agency.  Page 83 of the DEIS makes reference to the use of source information provided by the cooperators,
all of which is presented in DEIS Appendix A.  The characterization of the socioeconomic environment specifically cites information from the cooperators or
their consultants, such as Dr. Taylor.  On pages 298 through 315, the DEIS discloses the impacts of each alternative on adjacent lands in the cooperating
agencies’ own terms.
Page 31. Re: 7. Sound Concerns.The analysis of sound will be updated and clarified in the FEIS.


